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A Reply to several passages in Mr. Blochmann’s  Contributions to the
History and Qeography of Bengal,” No. II1.—By the Translator
of the Tabakdt-i-Nagird, Major H. & Raverry, Bombay Army,
(Retired).

Tt is rarely necessary for either an author or translator to have to de-
fend his work before it is complete, but I find T have to do this in the case
of my translation of the Tabakat-i-Néasiri ; and, althou gh T have devoted more
than four years to the task of collation of MSS. and to that translation, it
is likely, to judge from appearances, to turn out a very thankless one after
all. '

- It was my duty, as a translator, to show that the Calcutta Printed
Text is exceedingly incorrect and imperfect. Mr. Blochmann, in note f,
page 212 of his « Contributions to the History of Bengal,” Part 1., J. A.
S. B., 1878, said ¢ the printed text is untrustworthy.” |
| What I refer to more particularly, are certain strictures contained in
ITId portion of those same ¢ Contributions’’, which I have Just received ;
and, in justice to my translation and to myself, I will reply to them as
‘briefly as possible ; but, at the same time, I would remark that criticisms
on the MSS. on which I have been working, mlgh‘o have been deferred, at
least, until the translation was complete.
~ The first objection on the part of Mr. Blochmann is [ page 275 of his
“ Oontributions” No. III. in J. A. S. B, for 1875] my spelling of the
word ;C—lcu I have written Khalj as it is explamed and spelt according
to the vowel points belonging to it. I also say [in note 8, page 548 of
my Translation] that it is written rarely Khalaj [in poetry, for the sake
of rhyme] ; but to imagine that I could be led, in a matter of sober
history, by the “common Indian pronunciation of the adjective,” how
to pronounce a Turkish word is preposterous: I might as well turn
the Khalj Turks into ¢ Ghiljie Pathdns” as some have done. My
note to the page in question seems to be unpalatable. I have never
said that the yd-2-nisbat could not be added, and have written it with it in

several places, when my author used it—as for example—Muhammad-i-

Bakht-yar, the Khalj, and Muhammad-i- .Bakht-yar, Khalji. I also wrote
on simple prose : I did not refer to “rhyme” or poetic license ; but I ap-
prehend that Khallaji is required to rhyme with “multaji” rather than
Mr. Blochmann’s ¢ Khalaji.”

With regard to the authorities for Malik Kutb- ud-Din’s establishing
himself at Dihli, T am told, “ Myr. E. Thomas fixes it at 587 H. as consis-
tent with the best authorities.”” But who are these best authorities ? Two
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pages farther on, Mr. Blochmann states that “the Tabaqit is the only
authority we possess for this period.”

Now I will give an example of Mr. Thomas’ “best authorities.” At
page 11 of his « Paraixy Ki¥es or Drmrr,” he says: “ In 587, in a more
extended expedition into Hindustdn, Muhammad Ghori was totally routed
on the memorable field of Thaneswar * * % Afier a year’'s repose * * %
on the self-same battle ground, he again encountered his former adver-
sary * * * This time fortune favoured the Gthories * * * By this single
victory the Muhammadans may be sa,ld to have become the Vlrtual mas‘oers
of Hinddstan,” &e., &e.

I will take it for granted that @ year after 587 means 588 ®., and that
‘Mr. Blochmann will also allow it.

But now turn to the foot-note at page 23 of the same Work Thele
Mr. Thomas, forgettmg, apparently, what he wrote a few pages before,
says :—“ As regards the historical evidence to the date 587 A. m. for #he
capture of Dehls by the Muslims, it is complete and consistent with the
best authorities !’

Mr. Thomas adds “and Minh4j-ws-Sirdj repeats in various forms,
while treating of the life of Aibeg, the confirmation of the same date.”
In this I cannot agree with him. Let us turn to page (P9 of the Calcutta
Printed Text, the foot-note, and also to my Translation, page 515, in both
of which it says [leaving out the first defeat by the Hindis, but again
referring to Kutb-ud-Din’s being taken captive], he “took possession of
that place—Mirath—in 587 m. [see note 5, page 515 of my version]. From
Mirath likewise ke issued forth in the year 588 H., aud captured Dihli.”

These are the actual words in the different MSS. collated. It is not
actually said that Dihli was taken in 588 ®., merely that Kutb-ud-Din, in
588 H., marched from Mirath, and it must have been towards zhe close of
that year, as will be shown farther on, according to the T4j-ul-Ma’4gir
he had to start to relieve Hénsi in the ninth month of that year, and
only took Mirath after that. It is evident, therefore, that Minh4j-ud-Din
did not intend it to be understood that Dihli was taken and made the seat
of government in 588 m., unless he stultifies himself by upsetting his

previous statements at pages 248, 878, 456, 457, and 464 of my Translation,

which ean be compared with the same places in the original MSS.

I will now leave the “ best authorities” and go to facts, first mention-
ing, however, that, in note 9, page 469 of my Translation, I have quoted
several other authors for my dates, which note Mr. Blochmann probably
has not read, and, further, that they also “must have had very good MSS.
of the Tabaqit-i-Nagiri, some of which in all p%obabzhz‘y were older” than
the Calcutta Printed Text.

Minhaj-ud-Din states [pages 456—477] that troubles arose in Khwé-
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razm in consequence of the outbreak of Sultdn Shih, the Khwarazmi, in
587 m. ; that, subsequently [but in the same year], Sultdn Mu’izz-ud- Din,
Muhammad i-Sam, advanced into India, took Tabarhindah ; left a garrison

there with orders to hold out for siz months, and was preparing to retire

[in consequence of the hot season, it being the third or fourth month, at
latest, of 587 m.—April or May, 1191, A. p.]; was defeated by Rae Pitho-
r4 ; and had to retire, leaving the garrison still there. In the cold season
of that year—five or six months after—instead of being able to return as
he intended, he was under the necessity of preparing to attend his brother,
Sultdn Ghiydg-ud-Din, Muhammad-i-Sdm, along with other dependent
Princes and their troops, against Sultdn Shah, the Khwarazmi Prince, who
threatened Ghiydg-ud-Din, Muhammad’s dominions in Khurisdn. Besides,
Mu’izz-ud-Din had been badly wounded in the first battle, and it must have
taken him some time to recover. This campaign, Minh4j-ud-Din states, at
pages 248 and 878, took place in 588 H., and occupied siz months. Kuth-
ud-Din accompanied his master, and was taken captive by the Khwarazmis,
but, after a battle, and defeat of the enemy, he was re-captured. ¢ This
victory,” says Minhéj-ud-Din, ¢ was achieved in the year 588 m.”

I also take it for granted that Mr. Blochmann will allow that this cap-
ture of Kutb-ud-Din must have taken place before he captured Dihli. But
what will totally overturn the theories on this matter, unless people weil
not be convicted, is the fact that Minh4j-ud-Din’s relative, Kdzi, Muham-
mad, the Tdlaki [Mr. Dowson’s “ Kézi Talak’], was left with a body of
troops to hold Tabarhindah for the space of six months [that is to the next
cold season—the ninth or tenth month of 587 m.—September or October,
1191 A.».]. Why did he do this it may be asked P and the answer is
plain enough : he could not remain in India any longer with safety. The
hot season was close at hand, and he would have been unable to return if
he stayed much longer, for, besides the heat, the six mighty rivers in his
rear would have all been unfordable, and would have to be crossed by boats,
even if boats were procurable, a dangerous matter with regard to most of
those rivers at that season, witness the strong Railway Bridges washed
away in these days. The Sultdn, having been defeated immediately atter
he placed the K4zl in Tabarhindah, and having subsequently to accompa-
ny his brother towards Marw, where they were occupied siz months, could
not return as he intended, and the Kézi having held out over thirteen
months [see Translation, page 464], the Sultdn still not having come, had
to give it up to the Hindds.

Now if we calculate, say, fourteen or fifteen months from the first
defeat, for the Sultdn’s return [4. e. from the setting in of the hot season—
the ninth month of 587 m.] we shall come to the last month of 588 H.
and, in the same way, if we calculate six months of 588 m. for the opema
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tions in Khurdsén, we must allow some little time for the Sultan to reach
Ghaznin, and he would then even require a month or two to prepare for a
@é,mpaign in India ; and besides, even if he were ready before, he could not
move towards India during the height of the %ot sewson. There were the
same six mighty rivers to be crossed, and all unfordable at that period ; and
all these things being thought of, it was utterly impossible for Sultdn Mu’izz-
ud-Din, Muhammad-i-Sam, to have entered India, at the earliest, before the
middle of September or October—the end of the ninth or tenth month of
588 1., previous to which period no man in his senses, would have attemp-
ted to march from Ghaznin, to cross the six rivers, and advance into India.

Then followed the battle with Rée Pithord, Kutb-ud-Din is left in
charge at Kuhram, and the Sultin prepared to return home again. |

These being the facts, how is it possible, on Mr. Thomas’s “ best autho-
rities,” that Kutb-ud-Din could have occupied Dihli in 587 m. P

T am glad also to find that General Cunningham, on his visit to Dihli

in 1862, considered that 589 H. and not 587 1. was the eorrect date on the
Mindrah—not of  Qutbuddin Aibeg,” about which so many reams of
paper have been written, but of a wholly different Kurs, respecting whom
see note 6, page 621, to my Translation. I refer to the date on this
Mindrah about which “ doctors disagree,” and with regard to which Mr.
Thomas would fix on 587 =H. for the occupation of Dihli, and so all other
dates must be made to suit it. I suppose, however, that all the “ best
authorities” never considered Zow ¢ could be possible for Sultdn Mu'izz-
ud-Din to be defeated by Réae Pithord just before the hot season of 587
H., to take “a year’s repose” [Thomas], again enter India, be occupied
some time even then against Rde Pithord before finally overthrowing him
laccording to the T4j-ul-Ma’dgir also], leave Kutb-ud-Din at Mirath, retire
again from India, for Kutb-ud-Din, subsequent to all this, to occupy
Dihli, build a great Mosque, npon which [notwithstanding the address of
the President of the Archmological Section at the Oriental Congress of
1874] Musalmén artizans brought from different parts of Asia were em-
ployed, and all these events #o have happened in the one year of 587 H. !
The 1dea is simply preposterous.

It occurs to me, on considering this subject further, that the 1nscrip-
tion on the fourth circlet of the lower storey of the Mindrah as given in
Thomas [Pathan Kings, pages 21-22] refers not to Mu’izz-ud-Din, Muham-
mad, son of Sim, if the mame given is correct, but to his elder brother,
It will be found at pages 368 and 870 of my Translation, and in the cor-
responding places in the original, that the elder brother and suzerain of
Mu’izz-ud-Din, Muhammad, son of Sam, was first called Muhammad and
his title was Shams-ud-Din, and that the younger brother was also called
Muhammad and his title was Shihdb-ud-Din. The first brother after he
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came to the throne, assumed the title of « Ghiydg-ud-Dunyd wa ud-Din,
Muhammad, son of [Bahd-ud-Din] Sidm, Kagim-i-Amir-ul-Maminin,” and
that after the successes in Khurdsin, in 588 m., the younger brother,

Muhammad, who, up to that time, bore the title of Shihdb-ud-Din, received

the title of Mw'izz-ud-Din, so, when defeated by Rée Pithord, he bore the
title of Shih4db-ud-Din, but atter, on his return the second time, Mu’izz-ud-
Din. This may account for the subsequent Indian Muhammadan writers
calling him Shihab and Muw’izz indiscriminately.

- At the period in question, when these inscriptions are said to have
been recorded [I fancy they were recorded subsequently. See note 6, page
621, of my Translation], the elder brother and suzerain was still living,
and lived for Zem years after ; and, I imagine, it will be allowed, that the
two sovereigns, and both the brothers, a¢ the same identical time, could not
bear the title of Kagim-i-Amir-ul-Maminin, or Ghiyig-ud-Din, and, there-
fore, leaving out the additional titles, the work of the artist probably, the
title in the said inscription is,— SULTAN-US-SALAriN, GHIYig-UD-DUNYA
wa UD-Dfy, MumaMMAD, BIN SAM, Kasim-1-AMir-vn-MoMiniN,” and
throughout the inseription [given by Thomas] the name of Mu’izz-ud-Din,
or Shihdb-ud-Din even, never once ocours. |

The T4j-ul-Ma’4gir is quoted as an authority, and a sufficient authority,
to upset the statements of Minh4j-ud-Din, whose father, Sardj-ud-Din, was
Kézi of Sultdn Mu’izz-ud-Din’s army, and whose kinsman, the Kézi of
Talak, was present on the spot ; but I do not place trustin the statements
contained in that inflated work, unless they are corroborated or confirmed
by some other contemporary writer.

In Exnior [page 211, vol. ii.] it is stated that the T4j-ul-Ma’dgir is rare
in Europe. I have had four copies to compare with the extracts from it
given in that work, and I find that the date mentioned there—587 m.—for
the victory Sultdn’s [it totally ignores his defeat] over Rée Pithora, is
written @iw & [which may be either g or @] without any points in
two copies of the four MSS., in the third with one dot over and one
under, and in the fourth @w3. It is, therefore, evident that that date may
be either 7 or 9, just as one chooses to read ib; but, as the first battle,
according to every other author who has written on the subject, took place
in 587 m., the same year, 587 ., cannot, for reasons already stated, be the
same in which the Sultdn defeated Rée Pithord, and the former’s slave
occupied Dihli. See note 6, page 521, para. 3 of my Tmnslation.

If the “best authorities” had looked at the T4j-ul-Ma’agir attentively
however [see also Errntor, vol. ii., page 217], they would have found that,
even according to that work, in Ramazén, the ninth month of 588 H.—the
middle of October [1192 A. p.]—Kutb-ud-Din had to march from Kuhram
to relieve Hénsi [see also note 2 to page 516 of my Translation], and that,

]
]

e s e e e £ e 1§ P T kT L i e A o £ pmr g

. -l ‘. ‘,: .
. \ A
. S . N . "_ ot %

e = A oror e e S ok 4 e £ § ot A = o o et mbion

.,-"'
o PR F o ] TR e ———
B o ) =

(TN

ELIT AL . PREA- L ey

‘
SRt
IR el

ey £

- ey v vy

AL S

Lt

4 -
7 e o
S Y

P e
mw <

TSR ey

SR Ly

AT Ty e _,._1" et g
s RO c

o A e - e
SR L G Y8

T AT e e g e T T Y N e T T TR — Y Sage Py
: 7 ol R dets ¥ SE SO AR A M FRRF I STy | [ SNE IR s AP 1 A Sl

o, 2 W

—



.
1
-

e

1,

- L'-: =

. ';
- Loy . - P -
- NN A A SN

._,4ﬁ_ .
SGm
, .

\' “3

>
Sy * e
w .
s —L3 b

) - LI .
s )
Rt o o SC SO S

- 4. - ) o N 1
T N , ™ .

y =-

v
T i

330 H. G. Raverty—Reply to ‘ Histy. and Geogr. of Bengal, No. II1’ [No. 8,

sd@seguently,‘ “ When” [according ﬁto Eriior, page 2197, ““the chief lumi-
nary threw its shade in the sign of Libra, and temperate breezes began to
blow, after putting to flight the army of heat, Kutbu-d-Din marched from

‘Kahram and took Mirath,” and subsequent to that “he then encamped
under the fort of Delhi, which was also captured.” This means 587 m. T .

suppose P

If Mr. Blochmann will look at “ that excellent work’’ the Haft-Tklim,
he may see therein stated, that the defeat of Mu’izz-ud-Din, Muhammad-i-
S4m, took place in 587 m., his victory in 588 H., and that Dihli was
occupied, as the seat of government, in 589 m. .

The Tabakat-i-Akbari, the author of which “must have had good
JSS. older than mine, also says, “defeated 587 H., victorious 588 m.,
Dibli occupied and made the seat of government by Kutb-ud-Din, in 589
H.”’

The Tazkarat-ul-Mulik also says, first battle and defeat of Muizz-ud.-
Din, 587 =., his victory 588 u., Dihli ¢aken 589 m., and, next year, 590 H.,
Mu'’izz-ud-Din came again on an expedition to Kinnauj.

The Tarikh-i-Alfi says that the Sultin gained the victory over Rie
Pithord in the year 578 of the »ihlot = 588 .

The Zubdat-ut-Tawarikh also says that Dihli was made the seat of
government in 589 H., and that, in the following year, 590 H., the Sultén
returned on the expedition against Kinnauj. |

The Muntakhab-ut-Tawarikh likewise says that Dihli was made the
seat of government in 589 =. | | |

~ Bada’tni and Firishtah also will be found to agree with the Tabakat-

i-Akbari; and, to crown the whole, and put the finishing touch to the

picture, Mr. Blochmann’s own Afin says that the first battle and defeat
of the Sultdn took place in 587 m., the second and victory in 588 m., and
that in ¢ke same year his slave ¢ook Dihli, but nothing is said of his making
it the seat of government; and this agrees with the T4j-ul-Ma’4gir, where
nothing is said of making Dihli the capital in that year ; but that, “from
Dibli,” after staying some time there, “ he marched forth against Kol, in
590 u.” | |

I need not say more on this head I think, and do not doubt but that

~ Mr. Thomas is open to conviction.

The next matter is the conquest of Bihdr by Muhammad, &in Bakhi-
ydr, the Khalj, which Mr. Thomas fixes at 599 H. on the authority, Mr.
Blochmann “believes’” of the Taj-ul-Ma’agir [ErnIor’s version probably],
which states that; Ku‘_t_bfud-Din took Kalinjar in that year; but the MSS.
of the T4j-ul-Ma’dgir examined by me, unfortunately, have that same
stubborn @ and what makes the date still more doubtful (sdzdme—miz, :
dllomsd 9 ph=dm 9 @A &ine which, from the want of diacritical points, may
be 577, 579, 597, or 599, just as the reader chooses to render the words.
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At page 523 of my Translation [note, para. 2] I have noticed that « it
is astonishing that the Musalmans remained quiet for siz years,” assuming
that 599 H. was the correct year in which Ka11n3ar was taken, which, T add,
¢ was the same year in which Sultan Ghiyéag-ud- Dm died,” but, from the
examination of these four MSS. of the T4j-ul-Ma’dgir again, I am in doubt
whether 597 H. is not the most correct according to that work. Minh4j-
ud-Din says the Sultdn died in 599 =., but, as T have noticed in note 4,
page 883, some authors give 597 m., and some 598 H. as the date of his
death. | c

Those who suppose that Bengal was “ conquerdd” [thé surprise and
capture of Nudiah I refer to] in 599 m., do not consider how Muhammad,
bin Bakht-yar, could have “ reigned,” as he is said to have done, “ fwelve
years,” seeing that he was assassinated in 602 m.

I am told that I am mistaken, according to my own authorities, in
connexion with the very doubtful date in the T4]-ul-Ma’agir above referred
to. Mr. Blochmann says, page 276, Part II1. of his ¢ Contributions” :—

“(1) That Muhammad Bakhtyar appeared before Qutbuddin ¢n Dihl7,
and was rejected by reason of his humble condition.

“ According to Major Raverty, Dihli was occupied in 589 m.* ; hence
Muhammad Bakhtyar must have been rejected in or after 589 .

“(2) After his rejection, Muhammad Bakhtyar goes to Badaon, where
Hizabr gives him a fixed salary.

“@B) After some time Muhammad Bakhtyar goes to Audh, where he

obtains certain fiefs near the Bihar frontier. He now undertakes plunder-

ing expeditions, which continue, according to the printed text, jfor one or
Lwo years.

In a foot-note is added, “ Major Raverty has left this out.”

“(4) He invades Southern Bih4rt and takes the town of Bihar. He
then goes to Dihli, where he remains for some time at Qutb’s court.

“(5) Thesecond year after his conquest of Bihdr, he sets out for Ben-
gal, and takes Nadiy4.

“ Now how is it possible, with these five chronological particulars, that
“Muhammad Bakhty4r could have left Bihdr, as Major Raverty says, in 589
“H. to invade Lakhnauti, if Qutb occupied Dihli in 589 P [A foot-note has,
Major Raverty says that Muhammad Bakhtyar presented himself to ¢ke
Sultin at Ldhor, but the text has Dihli (page 549).] It would, indeed,
“ be a close computation if we allowed but five years for the above events,

‘2. e. if we fixed the conquest of Bengal as having taken place in 594 =,
“or A. ». 1198.”

* Early in 589 .
T It should have been stated above that his fiefs were close to the frontier of
South Bihér, as in my translation.,
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To this my reply is that the text (page 549), says not one word about
¢« Muhammad Bakhtyar” presenting himself before “ ¢he Swltdn at Lihor”
[« the Sultdn’’ in this instance was @ slave, continued a slave during his
master’s lifetime, and did nof obtain his freedom and the title of Sult4n
until 605 m.—only about fifteen years after this time! See page 889 of
Translation, and corresponding place in the original]. The words in my
Translation are, that “ Muhammad-i-Bakht-ydr presented himself before
the Muster-Master at Dihli,” and so, the probability is, that Malik Kutb-
ud-Din was at Lahor, as I have stated in note 6, page 550, on the authority
of another writer, and” Muhammad, bin Bakht-yar, straightway went to
Husam-ud-Din, Ughul-Bak.

If looked at in a different light, although the time seems very short,

it is not so utterly impossible for Muhammad, b¢n Bakht-yar, to have waited

on Kutb-ud-Din at Lahor, or gone to Ughul-Bak, as the case may be, pro-
ceeded to Awadh, have been sent to Bhitli and Bhagwat, have taken Bihér
which only required a party of 200 horsemen (in fact, it may be said Mu-
hammad, bin Bakht-yar, took it alone) and might have occupied him a
couple of weeks, or even say a month from his fiefs, a distance of under
200 miles as the crow flies, have gone to Dihli to Kutb-ud-Din in 589 .
or to Mahobah, as the case may be, and have invaded Bengal the following
year, for the second year qfter means the following year—I quote my au-
thors as I find them. That in the following year after 589 ., he took
Nudiah, agrees with the statement of Shiam Parshid, whose work Mr.
Blochmann, of course, has referred to ; but he appears not to have noticed
the statement of Minh4j-ud-Din at page 556 of my Translation [page 150
of the printed text], that when Muhammad, bin Bakht-yar, returned from
the presence of Kutb-ud-Din, %e suddued Bihdr, thus contradicting his
previous statement.

The only thing I can blame myself for in this matter is, that I did not
mention in a 'ﬂote, that the printed text, which at one time is so utterly
untrustworthy, and then so trustworthy, contained the words “ matters
went on i this way for ONE or 1wWo years” after the words “and ravaged
that territory,” at page 551 of my Translation. The reason why I did not
do so is, that, in all probability, I did not look at the printed text here, or
that 1t escaped my 'a,ttention, otherwise I certainly should have done so :
I think T have noticed the printed text pretty often, when right as well as

when wrong. I had no object not to do so: I had built up no theory or

made statements anywhere else that T wished to support. I might also
have added that the tiwo MSS. on which that printed text is based, two of

the three worst of those collated, contain the same words, and that all the
other collated MSS. had no such words.
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I would, however, remark here that I did not profess to translate the
Calcutta Printed Text, but to translate the work from MSS., and as adver-
tised on the covers of the Society’s publications.

Why the expression “some years before 601 m.” can make i clear
[« Contr ibutions,” page 277] that Ntdiah “ must have been taken about
594 1. or 595 M., 4. e. in A. D. 1198 or 1199, any more than about 591,2, 3
or even 96 or 7 I am at a loss to understand But one thing, at least, is
very clear, that the year 599 m. for the conquest of Bengal, even “as con-
sistent with the best authorities,” is utterly impossible.

Another theory is then raised. Although it is clear to Mr. Blochmann
that Ntdiah “must have been taken in 594 or 595 m.”” the statement
contained in the Taj-ul-Ma’agir [ Hirishiah, who merely copies from his
immediate predecessors, more particularly, is a very trustworthy authority
to quote !] that Muhammad-i-Bakht-yar waited on Kutb-ud-Din at Mahobah
in 599 H.—a doubtful date in that work, as before stated, which may be
597 m. and four or five years after Mr. Blochmann says Bengal was con-
quered—* involves no contradiction as far as chronology s concerned.”
No, not in the least, even though Minh4j-ud-Din states, that Muhammad-i-
Bakht-yar waited on Kutb-ud-Din be¢fore he surprised Nadiah. With that
city Bengal—or rather Lakhanawati—fell. There is no mention of any
fighting after; and so, if it is correct, according to the T4j-ul-Ma’4gir, that
Muhammad-i-Bakht-yér only waited on Kutb-ud-Din at Mahobah, in 599
H., nob from AwapE and BIHAR as incorrectly rendered in ELLIOTT 8 ver-

o _n,

sion, [page 232, vol. ii.], but from ,l¢s Qgsolm—‘the points are thus given—
according to the text of the Taj-ul-Ma’agir, I now have before me, that
city could only have been taken after that time—599 m. See also foot-
note page 276 of the “ Contributions,” in which it is contended that odgof
—as Minh4j-ud-Din writes it—cannot be correct because the Calcutta Text
has odst.  The author of the Tabakat-i-Akbari, like some others, takes Mu-
hammad, son of Bakht-yar, from the presence of Mu’izz-ud-Din direct to
Husdm-ud-Din, Ughal-Bak, and says, that Muhammad-i-Bakht-yar, when
subsequently he came to Kutb’s presence, ““ was deputed to conquer Lakh-
anawati.” |

The Tazkarat-ul;Mulﬁk also takes Muha,mmad-i-Bakht-yér direct

from Ghaznin to Ughal-Bak, and states that he took Bihar before he went

to Kutb-ud- Din].

“The time fixed upon by Mr. Thomas for the conquest of Bengal is
599 =m., that is , Jour or five years after the time assumed by Mr. Bloch-
mann, Whﬂe T have sta,ted according to my author, the year following 589
H., that is 590 m.—but three or four years before Mr. Blochmann’s chosen
time. Mr. Thomas is only “a little too late :”’ mine is ““ smpossible as
being too early.” Probably Mr. Blochmann has not noticed that at page
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340 of the Ro. As. J., vol. vi. for 1878, Mr. Thomas has again changed in

his ideas, and says tﬁeﬁf‘”é‘t oceupation of Bengwl by Muhammad Bakht-

yar Khilji” was © in 600 A, H.”
I now come to another chief point in this discussion.

| Mr. Blochmann ¢ thought”” the name of “ Qutbuddin of the Paralyzed
Hand,” [see BriGas’ translation of Iirishtah, noticed in note at page 519
and 521 of my Translation, which makes a very energetic warrior of him,
considering his ¢ Paralyzed Hand” ], had been “ set at rest” by Mr. Thomas
—but in this I cannot agree any more than in the date 599 and 600
m. for the conquest of Bengal—and says that my different MSS. ¢ have
clearly the same words as the Bibl. Indica Edition of the Tabaqdt” : my

MSS. run thus :(—

vm“) S S ol jn&-&&» k,.a.Mh)\J, 9 wm!é-’ ]Le@& ‘;.QJLE.J

but, inthe Calcutta Text, after the word sl, the words s 3— of a2’ or
¢ the hand”’—occur, and the Hamilton MS., the worst of the whole num.-
ber collated, has the same, but the other two MSS. from which the Printed
Togxt 1s takenw have not those words, and another MS. has lg)l-——“ of a”’ or
¢ the foot”’—but all the rest of the MSS. are as I have given it above', and
translated 1t.

T fail to see much difference in Mr. Blochmann’s “literal translation :”
— Qutwardly he had no comeliness, and /s little vine¢ER [of one hand]
possessed an infirmity. For this reason they called him Aébak-i-shall
[Aibak with the paralyzed manp]” and my :—* He possessed no outward
comeliness, and the little finger [of one hand ?| had a fracture, and on that
account he used to be styled I'-bak-i-Shil [the powerless.fingered].” The
only difference is that where I translate <> %ad, Mr. Blochmann trans-
lates it possessed—a mighty difference truly—and that I translate the
word (soM&S—guftandi which is the ¢mperfect tense of the verb, used also
to imply continuity or Aabitude, and is not the pAST tense, and that I give
to (SmSd the meaning of a concrete noun. I see no reason to alter my
traﬁslation as lexicographers who are supposed to know something of the
meanings of words, render Ls.\.m:\m o rupture, a fracture, defeat, as well as
breaking, brokenness, &c.

Mr. Blochmann calls the Haft-Tklim “ an excellent work,” and in this
I quite agree with him. Let him look at it, however, and he will find with
respect to Kutb-ud-Din, T'-bak-i-Shil, that, in it, are the following words—
033880 Elail 1y 5l 359 &wd ) padd Sl &t jt—which I defy any one
to translate otherwise than—+from, or on this, that his little FINGER WAS
BROKEN they used to call him I'-bak.” Which hand is not stated.

The author of the Tabakat-i-Akbari, Bud4d’ani, and even Firishtah, all
of whom Mr. Blochmann states [« Contributions,” page 280], MUST HAVE
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HAD very good MSS. of the Tabagdt-i- Négird, all have THE VERY SAME %
WORDS, copying one from the other, as are contained in the Haft-Tklim, the
Tazkarat-ul-Mulik has the same, and also the Muntakhab-ut-Tawirikh. : ;x
Some others say the same, but I need not name them here, as those I have %E;
mentioned are easily obtained for reference, but all leave out the & with- : 2
out which Ely2l—finger, is meaningless. Mr. Blochmann quotes the Shams- o ;
wl-Lughat : let him look at it for the word <lyl and he will see these o

words—endal| (sdred Sy S8l — I bak with kasr means FINGER,” as well
as the other meénings mentioned in the “ Contributions.” v
 The Térikh-i-Majémi’-ul-Khiydr—not the work even of a resident in S
India—has 08888 d& ot o) o52 &3l 51 peid @ik ©pa—¢ Ag his |
little finger was broken, they called him Y-bak-i-Shil.” The Zubdat-ut.
Tawarikh, which copies Minh4j-ud-Din, has the same words as given in
my Translation ; and it is satisfactory to know that those authors who say

his little finger was broken, read the word _Swmsd as I have read it. Of R S -
course, neither Minh4j-ud-Din, nor any other who writes Y-bak-i-Shil | 17

which even, on Mr. Blochmann’s own showing, is in the Calcutta Printed
Text as in other copies, is right in putting J& whether it be shil or shall
LAST, and it ought, according to Mr. Blochmann, to be inverted into  Shil-
Aibak,” otherwise it is “wn-Persian.” None of these authors who write

T TR s
il

Ry
DR - S S R P TR by

.

I-bak-i-Shil therefore, according to this theory, could have known their ) §”m
own language! He also, in his literal translation, renders the passage ;,
“and his little finger [of one hand] possessed an infirmity,” and yet he 5
turns him into “ Aibak with the paralyzed mawD.” Because one finger
was broken, or “possessed an infirmity,” it does not follow that the whole o
hand was paralyzed. Mr. Blochmann could not have thought of these L;:
matters when he proceeded to criticise the correctness of my Translation. A
I have never said that I'-bak alone meant I"-bak of the broken finger, |

but, with skil added to it—TI-bak-i-Shil—as I have already stated in note 1, i f}
page 513-14 of my Translation, and I have also stated that, in Zurkish, | "L
I-bak “means finger’” only : no¢ broken or fractured-fingered, or the like. ; ]’
Mr. Blochmann could not have read the notes through, or failed to see ' o
what T said of T-bak-i- Lang in the same note. Nor have I said that I'-bak - T:
was not Turkish, for he was a Zurk, and so bore a Turkish name. | 5
Neither have I ever hinted, much less stated, that his real name was B
Kutb-ud-Din : to have said so would have been absurd. That is his Musal- | | T
mén titular name only, as Shams-ud-Din was the Musalmadn name title of | é
his slave, T-yal-timish. In my note 1, page 513, I have said that Kutb-ud- C8
Din could not have been his real name, nor I'-bak either, which I looked | fw
upon as a nick-name or by-name. So Mr. Blochmann here, unknown to | ;
" himself probably, has come to the same conclusion. I should not write his 1 .
hame however under any circumstance “ Qutbuddin,” any more than I | :
U U | i

|
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should tfanslate ‘it Thepolestarofthefuith, butb Kutb-ud-Din—The Polestar

of [the] . Faith.

There is not the least cause for “the ¢zdfus” to be cancelled in T-bak-
i.Shil : to do so would be contrary to the primary and simplest rules of the
Persian Grammar—+the Irani 1 mean—of the ¢ Tardni”’ dialect I know
nothing. In Shil I'-bak an adjective precedes the noun, and the wasbsél—
izdfut—does not take place; bub, when the adjective or qualifying word
follows the noun, the kasrah of izdfat is required. See the “Ain,” page
629 for an example, where Mr. Blochmann himself writes “ A’zam KuAN,
vide KuAw-1-A’zaMm.” Any Persian Grammar, however simple, will show
this, as well as Lumsden, or Sir W. Jones, Forbes, &c. The following is
given as an example, and is very pertinent to the subject :—

“ The last letter of every Persian word is quiescent, or un-accented—
1. e. oySle ag ol asp, a horse ; <wwos dast, a hand ; oy mard, a man. But,
in composﬂmon when sueh word is either the s..siva»——-muzcyf or governing
noun, or the g0 mausif, or substantive noun, the last letter must be
accented with the kasrah of izdfat : as for example—al:;. ] asp-i-jald—

a swift horse ; o) <aws—dast-i- Zaid—the hand of Zaid ;’@l-,\,3 &340 MOTd-1-
nek—a good man ; Eawly 8y rdh-i-rast—a true or right way, the ZLasrah

being the sign of the governing noun, or the antecedent of the relative
adjective.”

Again: “ When the adjective follows the substantive, the latter must
be accented with the kasrah ; as slyw ol asp-2-sédh—a black horse, but, on

the contrary, when the adjective preee;des the noun, the Aasrak must not
be used, as el slaw sidh asp—a black horse. The same rule is likewise
applicable to the governing and the governed nouns substantive; as (s49)
wlaldsl——bddshdhdn-i-zamin—kings of the earth ; Wl 8U& shdh-i-jahdn—

king of the world ; sl GPEN Jahan-shah—world king,” &e.

When I learned these simple rules just ¢hirty years since, I did not
expect I should have to quote them again. Shil TI'-bak therefore and
I'-bak-i-Shil, and TI-bak-i-Lang, as he is styled in the J4ami’-ut-Tawérikh,
and in Fanakati, come under these rules, but no writer who pretended to
elegance of style would prefer the former to the latter. I am quite content
to leave this to any Persian scholar—Persian or European. In $lo o
which Mr. Blochmann himself translates [page 136]  Lord of the Moon,”
why is he so wn-Persian, and why does he not ¢ cancel the szdfut,” and
write Moon Lord ? and without an artificial izéfat whence comes “ of the 77’

I do not know that any one has said that Mr. Thomas is not quite

co.r‘rect in looking upon &yl as “ the original name.” I, certainly, have not
said so. I only write I-bak what Mr. Thomas writes 4ibeg and Mr. Bloch-
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mann Asbak, but I think Mr. Blochmann would have some difficulty in
showing me the word written with a madd, viz. af. He certainly cannot
show it to me in any copy of the Tabakt-i-Nisirf. I never saw i so
written.

As to what 1s given as the legend on coins he is sald to have issued,
and his being merely called I-bak therein, which Mr. Blochmann deems
quite sufficient to refute me by my own remarks, it is evident that, before
Mr. Blochmann had calmly read my statements, he penned this portion of
his ¢ Contributions.” 1 read in the legend given at page 525 of my
Translation the words—Sultdn Kutb-ud-Din, I'-bak, as plain as it is possi-
ble to print. He would scarcely have put shil or shall upon his coins. Did
Timér add the word Lang to the legend on his? Of course not - but T

- will not give the legend here. See the appITIONAL NOTE t0 My Transla-

tion, on the subject of the legends on these coins: end of Nésir-ud-Din,
Mahmtid Shah’s reign, page 717. o |
I do not consider that Mr. Thomas or any one else has “ set this ques-
tion at rest” with respect to ¢ Aibeg ;’ and had Mr. Blochmann not been
quite so hasty he might have read a note in my Translation, a little farther
on, where I have remarked upon the number of other Maliks styled <lay—
some five or six or more, including Ulugh-Khé4n’s brother. I have endea.
voured to get a real Turkish scholar to give me his ideas upon several Tur-
kish titles in the Tabak4t-i-Nasiri, and perhaps, before this is sent off, I
may receive his reply. o
As to there being no such word as ské in Persian meaning limp, weak,
soft, paralyzed, &ec. [ Contributions,” page 27 8] I do not agree with
Mr. Blochmann. It is not Térdni, and may be Irdni, or possibly local,
and peculiar to the Farsiwdns of Afghdnistdn, but is commonly used ; and
another Persian word-—shwl—is used with it in the sense mentioned. As
to Mr. Blochmann’s “ rare Arabic word shal or shall [which “rare” word
I have also referred to in my note, page 518], he says it means © having a,
withered hand,” but I say it means a hand or foot paralyzed or powerless,
&c., on the authority of an excellent Lexicon in Persian, which explains it
thus :—
Snls gadlo )'l:. Hi 5t &8 a.i.,gjf by ‘25-(33 Eanoy @ S
I think T may venture to assert that Sultdn Muw’izz-ud-Din, Muham-
mad, son of Sdm, was rather unlikely to have purchased a slave with the
whole of one hand paralyzed : a finger broken or paralyzed would have been
N0 very great detriment, but how could a one-hand paralyzed man fight on
horseback P See too the wonderful feats Dow and Brr¢as—not Firishtah
—make him perform. As to its being “ a rare Arabic word” I beg to say
that it is a most common one among the Afghdns: in fact, they rarely ever
use another word, except by adding J& shull to it— “shall-o-shull.” See

- my Pushto Dictionary, page 656.
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In the following page [279] of his ¢ Contributions” Mr. Blochmann,
referring to my mentioning in a note to my Translation, that Ardm Shah,
said to be the son of I-bak, and, by some, the adopted son, is called I'-bak’s
brother by Abt-1-Fazl, says he takes “ the opportunity to ]uqtlfy Abul-Fazl,
and that, in his [own] Aﬁn text, Abul-Fazl states twice distinctly that
Arim Shih was Aibak’s son.” Mr. Blochmann’s Ain may, but in my Am
—the MS. I quoted, and which is now before me—a “ good old copy’—
has these words, in which may be a clerical error :—

.QAJ[/o)s Shawo o3 1y 5l jalys BL& t)'ﬁ JRIRTENIETNY J[{N) o) djb os3 5o
AN

At page 279 of his “ Contributions” Mr. Blochmann considers the
word (sT dz “a moon” in the word &Il to occur in other names of Indian
History, and in what he calls “ A4s-tigin” or A'igin [he is not certain
which perhaps : (5T can be written #, in Tdrdni probably], and in “ Ai-
lititmish, the emperor Altamsh,” but unfortunately 5.57 with madd over the

i does not occur in either of those names, nor will "Mr. Blochmann show
‘them to me so written even in the Bibl. Indica edition of the * Tabaqat.”

If « Ai-lititmish” be the name of the so-called “emperor” [but why
not write also the ¢ emperor” Mahmud, son of Sabuk-Tigin, the ¢ emperor’’
Mu’izz-ud-Din, and the “ emperor” Kutb-ud-Din ? They were Sultdns by

title as well as ¢ Ais-lititmish” was], and if “ 4¢-lititmish” be right, why

style him “ Altamsh” still? Such must be “behind modern research.”
If (T be contained in the words (;35&t and (seilsl—there are no madds
here—and is entirely separate from the (453 and (&) of those words,
how does Mr. Blochmann account for the words (fedds Kal-timish, (i

Tak-timish, and (feddw—Sal-timish ? These are names often occurring as
N A A
well as Hodly ¥ —T-yal-timish, elsewhere than in Indian h1story, because

o7

they are Turk names, but the last part of these eompound words I8 (foed
sometimes written (bs3 and _teld and the first part JS—33—dwe and
M4l respectively, and not (sT at all.  After this same fragile theory, I-yal-
Arsalan—odeos) Jy, I-yal-kd—&ky, and I-yal-dtiz—})9soks| which latter the
author of the Tabakat-i-Nasiri and some others write jsols Yal-dtz [where
is the “ (5T dé “a moon’ ”” here ? y9odal is said to mean @ star in Turkish],
those names must be written As-liarsaldn, A:-likd, and A7-lilddz. I should
like to know the titles of these “oldest Dictionaries” which give the pronun-
ciation “ 4¢-lititmish.” No, no, the “ (57T d7 ‘a moon’ ”’ in these last names
is all moonshine. |

Again Mr. Blochmann makes everything suceumb to “ metrical pas-
sages”” and poetry while I treat of prose.

A A Ap

I have included the name of sl | T yal tmnsh as one of my

o

¥ Major Raverty’s original containg sukins above the ldm, mém, and shin. Eb.
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three oldest MSS. of the Tabakdt-i-Nésiri writes it with the points, among
the Turkish titles or by-names referred to a Turkish scholar.

In the order of Mr. Blochmann’s strictures I come now to ¢ dangerous
innovations’’ in spelling names, but, for convenience, I will notice them last,
and proceed to another most important point. He says, page 279 :—

“The only thing we knew hitherto (and I believe it is all we know
now) is that the conqueror of Bengal was called

Muhammad Bakhty4r,

‘and the name of his paternal uncle was

Muhammad Mahmtd. *

“ The names of these two persons Major Raverty breaks up, by intro-
ducing an artificial 7zdfat, or sign of the genitive” [see ante on the use of
the izafat and the ‘_&552-,\,»0;3 5 S and any Grammar on the subject], “into
four names, v7z. Muhammad-i-Bakhtyir, and Muhammad-i-Mahmad * *

“ Major Raverty says in explanation that in his older MSS.”” the word
bin, or son, is inserted between the words Muhammad and Bakhtyar in #he
heading of Chapter V., which contains the biography of the conqueror of
Bengal ; hence the conqueror of Bengal was Muhammad, and “ the father’s
name, it appears, was Bakhtyéar, the son of Mahmdéd.” It is not stated in
how many MSS. this &in occurs; but, though it occur in the heading, it
never occurs in the text.

“ The name of Muhammad Bakhty4r occurs more than thirty times in
Major Raverty’s Chapters V. and VI. (pages 548 to 576) ; but in every
case Major Raverty gives Muhammad-i-Bakhtyar, 7. e. the Izéfat. Hence
his [SS. have no bin in the text. In the heading of Chapter VI., there is
no bin, though Major Raverty puts it in ; he tries even to do so in the
heading to Chapter VIII., in the name of Husdmuddin *Twaz, and “ one or
two authors” get the credit of it.”

My answer is, I “put” nothing “in”’: “nor does the word &in
“occur in the MSS. of the T4j-ul-Madsir, in Firishtah, the Tabaqat-i-Akbari,
“ Baddoni, and later writers, though the authors of these histories must have
“had very good MSS. of the Tabaqat-i-Naeiri, some of which in all pro-
“bability were older than those in Major Raverty’s possession. Hence I
“look upon the correctness of the solitary &én in the headings of some of

* Major Raverty’s MSS. as doubtful.”” The T4j-ul-Ma’agir has no Arabic

ﬁeaclmgs like the Tabakat-i-Nagiri, and does not use the word &in, but,
that work mot being written in the Tarani idiom, the Kasrah of
1zdfut, where necessary, is understood. The author of the T4j-ul-Ma 4gir
could not have had g good or an old copy of the “ Tabaqat’’ seeing it was
only written thirty years and more after that work. Neither has the
Tabakat-i-Akbar{ Arabic headings, Bud4’tni says he copies from his patron’s

* Where is it so stated before I stated it ?
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T work. I have already shown, in my notes 6 and 4 to pages 697 and 711,
and in many other places of my Translation, what the Tabakat-i-Akbari is.
 The Author in all probability saw the Tabakat-i-Nasiri, but, as I suppose,
he did not take the trouble to collate different copies, and contented himself
with one—for example the I. O. L. MS. 1952, “a good old copy” too,
which one person, at least, styles an “ autograph”—the short-comings of
the Tabakéat-i-Akbari may be accounted for. Iirishtah contains nothing
whatever—not a single eveni—respecting the Turk Sultdns of the Mu’izzi
and Shamsi dynasties, but what is contained in the Tabakdt-i-Akbari, even
to the poetical quotations and the blunders also. |
I do not propose to change the name of the ““ conqueror of Bengal” :
| I do more. I do change it, without the least hesitation, on the authority of
| - the best extant copies of the text of the “ Tabaqat,”” which work, as Mr. Bloch-
S mann most correctly observes, “ s the only authority we possess for this
! period,” and it will require positive proof to the contrary to make me give
up the point. Because a name has been written incorrectly before, on
wrong assumption, or on mere theories, and because the two names Muham-
mad and Bakht-ydr have been handed down and repeated from one writer
to another as that of ome man only, 1s there any reason why such error
o should be obstinately stuck to through thick and thin ?
S But at the same time I must state that I have naught to gain or lose
“ § by the change : I have no object in changing i, and only do so on the
“undoubted authority” of my author. The matter lies in a nut-shell:
- either the father was called Bakht-yar, or he was nof. If he was so called,
then %e has hitherto had the credit for what his son performed.
! As to Muhammad with the kasrak of izafat being correct, I fancy Mr.
| Blochmann, even in a Muhammadan ¢ School Register,” [a great authority
| = certainly,] never found one person called Muhammad Mahmiid without the
’ e last referred to his father—certainly not if a Musalmédn in his senses wrote
b it down. But with regard to the * conqueror’s” name, 7. e. Muhammad,
N and Bakht-yar, that is Bakht-ydr-ud-Din, his father’s name, the word bin
o —son of—T first noticed in the oldest British Museum copy, one of the three
best T have had for my translation, and Professor Rieu, on whose words,
opinion, and experience in such matters, I place implicit confidence, considers
1t a MS. of the 14th century, or about a century after the time that Minhaj-
ud-Din wrote. . The word iz also occurs in the other British Museum MS.,
and 1n the best St. Petersburg copy, which is another of the three I refer
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to, and in the very old copy I have—which apparently looks, but may not
be, much older than either of the other two—the whole of the headings are
pointed, and in this last MS. the word &in does not occur, for at this par-
ti¢ula,r~place, as well as in a few other instances where b¢n, as in the case

- - of Muhammad &in Stri, of whom more anon, 4s subsequently given, the

P bin has clearly been left out, accidentally, by the copyist.
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L

The word &in—DMr. Blochmann’s « solitary ben”’—also oceurs in the %

best Paris copy. So bin—* son of”’—occurs in four MSS. : in three of the F

best and oldest copies ; the izdfat in a fourth which often uses the wzdfat for {

BIN n other wnstances where son of is undoubtedly meant ;‘and‘ bin 1n a | l
fitth considered to be a precious “autograph” of the author’s. In the

.:’Lm. _'W: I:T P2

i
other MSS. vowel-points are not marked, but the izifat is, without doubt, | f
meant there, as in other places where not marked. The “ one or two | E
authors” seems to be disapproved of—I had an object in not stating all my | {
authors’ names at the time. - L
I can give hundreds of such like instances of %in and an izafat 'being | }
used indiscriminately. But just look at the Calcutta Printed Text for S
example—the first page that meets the eye—page jeje 44, the heading is | f“
“ Al Amir Muhammad, bi *Abbés,” and immediately under, second line, T
are the words :—oypee (wlae 0em® yuoly * % % % % ¢ <Mleo and, as ren- 1\
dered in my version, page 832, “ He made over the kingdom of Ghdr to R
Amir Muhammad-;-’Abbés,” and which® Mr. Blochmann, according to his f
|5

Ll

theory, would have written “ Amir Muhammad *Abbas,” and so have made
one person of the plural. There is another good example at pages | jic and
Pl viz.i—plw 0es® (43 090=® (o)) &lyé—Ghiyag-ud-Din, Mahmad bin
Muhammad-i-Sdm. Here bin is used for one person—the son, and an
izafat understood and required for another person—the father : there is no
izafat marked, but it must be used, because Muhammad, his father, was not
called Sam, but he was the son of Sdm—that is Baha-ud-Din, Sim. :
Ghiydg-ud-Din, Mahmad’s father’s name, is written in £ull in the headings g
with &7, but under, plw des® (o) &lse—Ghiyés-ud-Din, Muhammad-4- B
Sdm, and likewise his brother’s, plw oo eriod] y*o—Mu’izz-ud-Din, Mu- | ks
hammad-z-S4m, but, by the theory put forth in the “ Contridutions,” and | ;‘
the system followed in the translation of the ¢ Afn-i-Akbari,” they would o
both be turned into S4m which alone refers to their father, and not to
them, as the headings as well as the text—including the printed text—most ] 5"2 )
undoubtedly show, and many other examples are to be found in the work. ! ;:J
The names in the headings are written in Arabic, in every copy, throughout i
the whole book, and in the body of the work, according to the Persian | 0 {
1diom, the izéfat for bin is understood, as is also the case with the name of ok
Lehtiydr-ud-Din, Muhammad, &sn Bakht-y4r-ud-Din, the Khalj, and others. {

Another matter tending to prove that Bakht-yar is the father’s titular o
name, is the fact that the author of the Tabakat-i-Akbari—one of those | i
who must have had the old and correct MSS.—styles him, « Malik Muham- ] &
mad-i-Bakht-y4r-ud-Din.” Muhammad cowld not possibly be called Bakht- "
yar-ud-Din, and Tkhtiy4r-ud-Din Zoo.

The same author, by the bye, at the head of the chapter, styles the
“ conqueror”’ of Bengal IxmT1viR-UD-DIN, MUumAMMAD, only. Why ?
Because he understood that Bakht-ydr-ud-Din was his father’s name.
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¢ Further,” says Mr. Blochmann, “ supposing bin to be cofreet is 1t
“not strange, nay totally un-Persian, to speak continually of Muhammad-
“ bin-Bakhtyar, or Muhammad-i-Bakhtyér, instead of using the single name
“ of Muhammad ? This would be Arabic usage. Thirdly, if Mahmtd were
“the gra,ndfather it would have been extraordinary on the part of the author
““to have left out the grandfather in the heading, and in the beginning of
“the chapter, when Muhammad Bakhtyar’s descent is spoken of, and merely
“incidentally to mention it in connexion with the paternal uncle.”

It certainly would be wn-Persian to speak continually of Muhammad-
bin Bakht-ydr, hence, after the Arabic heading, as in other places through-
out the whole work of Minh4j-ud-Din, the Persian izafat is understood.
Scores of examples in the text also show that a man’s single name, such for
example as Muhammad would be here, is unusual except in the case of some
slaves whose fathers’ names appear to have been unknown. So engratted is
the custom of using the father’s name with the son’s [but not the grand-
father’s], that in our Indian Courts we find in and waled always used,
and even in Bombay we find low-caste Hindds, Dehrs, &., styled, for ex-
ample—* Lakhsman, waled Nursia,” and “ Pindd bin Santo ” &e. A
grandfather’s name is very seldom put in the headings of the Tabak4t-i
Négiri—it is not usual to do so. Had the paternal uncle’s name occurred
in a heading the word & would have been written no doubt; but, as I
have before noticed, did any person ever hear one man called Muhammad
Mahmtd ? I know, however, that one of the sons of Mahmtd of Ghaznin
1s styled Muhammad-¢-Mahmtd, and that his uncles are styled, Nagr-i-Sabuk-
Tigin, and Ytusuf-i-Sabuk-Tigin respectively. What a nice thmg for a
translator to make one man of them !

“ Lastly,” writes Mr. Blochmann, ¢ the use of the Izifat, instead of
“bin or pisar (son), is restricted to poetry, and does not occur in prose [see
“notel, page 280]. I see therefore, no reason to change the name of the
“conqueror of Bengal, as proposed by Major Raverty.”

This is a matter of such vital importance that I must give two exam-
ples of what may be caused through a translator not knowmg where to
place the izafat so much ob]ected to, as never occurring in Persian prose,
in place of bin, son of, and which is so * wn-Persian.”

A careful and conscientious writer like ELPHINSTONE says, in Book
V, Chapter I, of his History of India, that “Mahommed-Césim” invaded
Sind ; and, page after page, and paragraph after paragraph, it is said that
“ Casun” did this, and “ C4sim’ did that, and that * the Mohametan arms
ceased with the death of Césim.”

In Exzror also, Vol. I, page 138, the extract from the Chach-n4mah
commences with the death of Rie Dahir “at the hands of Muhammad
Kasim Sakifi.”” These names—for they are used as that of one person—
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“ Muhammad Kasim” occur in scores of places throughout the extract,
but, ab page 157 we also have “ ImAdu-d-din Muhammad Késim bin Abi
D AKAL Sakifi.

Now “ Casim” or “ Kdsim” had nothing whatever to do with Sind or
its conquest. He was dead before his son, Muhammad, was appointed by
his uncle to lead the ’Arabs into Sind, and so the father, who was in his
grave at the time, has had eredit up this moment, in our Histories of In-
dia, for what his son performed, in the same manner that Bakht-yar-ud-

‘Din, the Khalj, has had the credit for what his son, Ikhtiyar-ud-Din, per-

formed.

From Tabari downwards, the name of the conqueror of Sind is *TmAd.
ud-Din, Mubhammad, son of Kdsim, son of Muhammad, son of Hakam, son
of Abt-’Ukail, and Al-Bildduri, an extract from whose work is given in
Hlliot, says the same as Tabari; bubt beecause the author of the Chach.
Némah headed his Chapters in Persian instead of Arabic, the necessary izifat
was not recognized, and hence this lamentable error. Such is history.

Examples of this I have already given ; but turn to page 1#+—40 of the
Caleutta Printed Text, which is the same as other copies in these instances,
and the fourth line from the heading are these words oaw, (4K Sy
Al alys s Wy chun takht-i-Ghaznin ba Amir Mahmid-i-Sabulk-
Tugin rasid. Does Mr. Blochmann mean to assert that Sabuk-Tigin is not the
father’s name ? So much for the random assertion that « the tzdfat in-

- stead of bin or pisar [which last I have not used] is restricted o poetry, and

does not occur in prose,”” and according to the foot-note that it “ is rare in
poetry, and poets do not like to use this ITzdfat.”” If Mr. Blochmann met
with the following in Indian History—ola it |, wle &y, wled —T
wonder what he would think of it: he would write it ¢ Shihdbuddaulah
Héran Bughrd Tlak Khéan,” and make one person of it. I, however, would
read it— Shih4b-ud-Daulah, HArin-i-Bughri-i-I-lak-Khén,” because I
know for certain that HArtin who is entitled Shihib-ud-Daulah is the
son of Bughrd, who is the son of the I-lak Khén, who is named Mus4,
who were Khéns of M4war-un-Nahr of the Afrésiyabi dynasty.

Next, in the same foot-note,’ page- 280 of the Contributions,” Mr.
Blochmann says' that “ Minhaj-i-Sird]”” does not mean in prose, ¢ Minhdaj, tke
“son of Sirdj,” but Minh4j who writes under the name of Sirdj. That the
“father’s name was Sirdj has nothing to do with it.” |

Mr. Blochmann would find it difficult to show me where he “ writes
under the name of Sirdj.” T suppose it will be allowed that that Author
knew his own name, and his father’s, and if that be allowed, he calls himself
repeatedly Minh4j-ud-Din-i-Sar4j, and he further says that his father was
the Mauldng Saraj-ud-Din, whose father was the Mauldnd Minhaj-ud-Din,
"Usman, whose father was the Imam, ’Abd-ul-Khélik, the Jarjani. For
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these reasons ABU-'UMR-I-'USMAN, who is also called Mrnm4r-up-Dfv,
sometimes styles himself in his work—MiNuA7-1-SARAT-T-MINEAT—refer-
ring to father and grandfather also. Here are two izdfuts, and in prose
too. See also note 7, page 727 of my Translation.

I have already shown Mr. Blochmann’s theory of  artificial”’ iz4fats,
as he calls them, to be “ un-Persian,” but, to prove that another statement
here made is likewise incorrect, I must prominently notice another izafat.
Tt vefers to the article “ Who were the ¢ Patan’ or ¢ Pathaw Sultdns of
Dihli”—the paper in the Jourwar A. S. Bmwear, for 1875, page 31.
Mr. Blochmann says in the same foot-note,} page 280, « Contributions,”
para. 2, “ The form of the name of Muhammad-i-Stri, on whose name
Major Raverty has built a hypothesis, is doubtful for this Tz4fat.”

Mr. Blochmann, apparently, did not notice that the matter of the
kasrah of izafat, at page 31 of the Jourwax, has reference solely to FIrisH-
ma® and his translators. If he will take the trouble to refer to 'my Trans-
lation, page 816, and to the corresponding place, page PA—38 of the
Calcutta Printed Text, he will find the heading, SUrf, son oF
MumaMMaD, showing that here Str{ is itself a Ghari name. Then
let him burn to page 320 of the Translation, and he will find the
heading “ Martk MuuAMMAD bin SUR{”, but in the corresponding place
in the printed text page tee—40, merely (sysmw ows® o, If T chose
to be guided by Mr. Blochmann’s theory on that heading alone, and did not
enow that the kasrah of 524093 or deseription was required, and was in
any doubts respecting the persons I was writing about, T might have called
him, as Mr. Blochmann would, Muhammad Stri, as though the two names
belonged to one man, and have turned #wo men into one accordingly. The
printed text also mentions him as (g)gw Se=" fwice in the same page, but
a third time, in the last line of that page, when speaking of Malik Muham-
mad having made over Ghir to his eldest son, his name is given with his
father’s and grandfather’s NAME—(5)5°° (3 060 (43 S 53 yhol 0iz. 1 —
Amir Ba "Ali, son of Muhammad, son of Strf. o

Look again at the following heading in the Printed Text—page
i©§—41, and there it is again confirmed, and we have (5)sw (3 Se=? (3 o
s—Abu-’Ali, son of Muhammad, son of Strf, but in the ninth line, the
father is again called (sysw oes" the dzdfut being understood. The next
heading also refers to Muhammad being Sri’s son, viz. :—’ Abbis, son of
Shig, son of Muhammad, son of Stri. o

If my long note on this subject, ’7 , page 821, had been read before

taxing me with building up a doubtful “hypothesis,” it might have been
seen that in the Kit4b-i- Yamin{, the author of which was contemporary with
this very Muhammad, son of Suri, who it is pretended [merely because
Dow and Briges so rendered it and made a Pathén of him], was called
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Muhammad Sird, he is never once referred to as Muhammad but as (Sy5 (3l
the son of SURf. The Tarikh-i-Alfi, Fasih-4, Jahdn-Ard, Rauzat-us-Safa,
Habib-us-Siyar, Mir’at-i-Jahdn-Numd, and Muntakhab-ut-Tawarikh, call
him son qf SURE only ; and in the account of Mahmid-i-Sabuk-Tigin’s raid

“upon the Ghiris in the Jami’-ut-Tawdrikh he is also merely called som of
- S¢rf: never Mubammad. The Bengal A. §. Library contains a copy

[No. 141] of this work, and Mr. Blochmann can refer to it. He will find,
1f the portion copied for me has been correctly copied, that in the first two
places this Ghtiridn chief is called (5)s% Shiri—a mistake of (& for _w
but, four or five lines from the end of the paragraph; he is styled .ysd _ywd
pisar-i- Shurl—that 1s the son of SHURL, and it is clear that Rashid-ud-Din
followed the Kitab-i-Yamini and styled him son of SURf likewise, but that,
in two instances, the copyist of that MS. No. 14, or the Calcutta kdzeb,
left out the word ymg before the name, in the first two instances.

If the two words ’Ali Mardan alone mean ’All who was as valiant as
many men, and if Muhammad Sheran alone also mean Muhammad who was
equal to many Lions, and his brother is also  equal to many Lions’ [rather
strange that botkh brothers should be so], whence come these five or siz
“ artificial” words, since without artificial means being adopted, the words
> Ali Marddn are—’ Al7 men—and Muhammad Sherdn —Muhammad Lions ?
These words would, without the Zasrah of description be much the same as
Shah Jahdn—ZKing World—retferred to in what I have said on the izafat,
and which is a complete answer also to these questions. Muhammadan
“School Registers” have nothing to do with it. The Kbhalj Turks of
Garmsir did not keep any Registers.

As this answer to Mr. Blochmann’s eriticisms may fall under the no-
tice of readers not acquainted with the I'rdni dialect of the Persian, and as
he constantly refers me to his ¢ Ain,”” I must point out how inconsistent
he is himself about these ¢zdfats—I do not think I can be taxed with
inconsistency—and how often his ¢zdfats are used when they are not requir-
ed, and wanting when not wsed. These inconsistencies, which I take from

‘his translation of the A7n-i-Akbard, may be seen at a glance he appears

to have no fized system :— Mir Sharif-¢-Amuli” requires the izéfat ac-
cording to his theory, but, as Mir Sharif was a native of Amul, the yd-i-
nisbat or of relation affixed to Amulé—-wlfo’f—-i.‘ e. gf Amul—as it is written
in the MS. from which it is taken, was sufficient ; as Hlirs—Persia, Hirsd
—Persian or of Persia; and Panj-aﬁb———Pa)nj-ébi; Afghan, Afghéni, &ec.

- The same occurs in “ Shaikh Farid-;-Bukhéri,”” which last word containing

the yd-i-nisbat means, of Bukhari, or the Bukhdrian. Asis now stands it
is “ Shaikh Farid the Bukhdrl.” Again,in the words “’Alduddin-i- KAslj7,”
although, at the very first page of Part I11. of the C’ontmbutwns refer-

red to, the word Kh1131 is called an adjective.
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In another place, I find, “A’zam Khin” vide Khdn-1-A’zam [see
example of Izifat previously given], and we find “ Khan-1-A’zam” accord-
ingly, but Mir-iAdl [as I should write it] is not correct according to
Mr. Blochmann’s theory : it must be ¢ /7 'Adl”  For example, I will
give a list of some of the titular names and patronymiecs, and Mr. Blochs
mann’s different ways of writing them :— |

“ Chingiz Khdn” in histories called “ Q44n 1 Buzurg” ; Cadr Jahdn
Mufti requires no ¢zdfat, but “ Mufti-1-Mamalik” does, and “ Umari.I-
Kibdr? does ; ¢ KhanKhanan” and ¢ Khinkhinin’’ requires none :
“ Khan-1-Kalén” does ; and ““ Khdn-1-A’zam” does; “ Khan ’*Alam Firaz-
jang,” “ Nugratjang” and “ Khdn Zam4n” require none: ¢ Rustam-1-
Zamin,” Thazuk-1-Jahingiri, and Farhang-1-Jahdngiri do: but Bahdr-i-
Dénish from me would be a dangerous innovation too, and my “ Shah-i-
Jahin” is dangerous and wn-Persian, but ¢ Malikah ¢ Jah4in” is not !
“ Kcaf Khan ’Abdul Majid” requires no izafat, but #he some person
“’Abdul Majid-1-A¢at Khan” does ; Sulaimdn Karardni | by-the-bye, there
is mo such name] requires no izafat, but, a little farther on, it requires to be
written® Sulaiman-1-Karardni” | T could multiply these examples ad infi-
nytum.

Burdan-kot may be due “north of Bagurd (Bogra) in Long. 89° 28,
Lat. 25° 8 25, close to Govindganj, on the Karataya River,” but T fail to
find it in the 119th Sheet of the Indian Atlas; but great changes must
have taken place since Minhdj-ud-Din wrote, when “a river” flowed 1in
front of Ais Burdan kot, “of vast magnitude, the name of which is Bag-
mati; and, when it enters the country of Hindustdn, they style it, in the
Hinddi dialect, Samund (ocean) and, in magnitude, breadth, and depth, it
is three times more than the river Gang” [Translation, page 5617, and the
Karataya must therefore have grown ¢ small by degrees and 'beautifully
less.”

I did not “identify Maksadah”: My words [note 4, page 576] are
“the Maxadabad probably of the old Maps,” &e.

- Mr. Blochmann at page 284 kindly recommends me to Mr. Thomas’s
“ INTPTAL COINAGE OF BENGAT,” regarding the reigns of “ Muhammad
Bakhtydr’s” immediate successors ; but as T have the account of © Minhaj-
ud-Din,” “2¢he sole authority for the period,” and some others, I can
dispense with it, and have already done so in my Translation.

I am very glad to find, however, that Mr. Thomas has met with the
coins of Ikhtiyfr-ud-Din, Davrar Sm{w-1-Barks, the Khalj, mentioned in
my Translation, page 626 and farther on, which has not appeared in the

“ Contributions,” or doubts might probably have been thrown on his very
existence as a ruler.
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I am told that Sultan Firtz Shah-i-Abd-1-Muzaffar, Shah-i.J ahdn, the
Habashi, “ has not been included” among the ¢ Pathan” dynasties. He
will Dbe found in Dow and Briggs, and in the following, respecting some
coins found in “ Cooch Behar” : “ Of ¢he other Bengal Pathans whose
coins occur in this trove, I [Rajendralila ‘Mitra] have to notice Frruz
SHAH THE ABYSSINIAN.” See Bengal A. S. Journal, 1864, page 481.

| Page;285, of the  Contributions,” Mr. Blochmann says regarding
Jaj-nagar, “ Major Raverty Zas come to the same conclusion as 1 had.”

This is really too magnanimous on his part, and more than T can ac-
cepb. I beg leave to state that I Zad come to the conclusion many years
before T offered the Translation, of the Tabakit-i-N4giri to the Society :
in fact, in 1865. | |

Mr. Blochmann will find Katasin by and bye : I shall have something
to say about it hereafter. '

Page 285, “ Contributions,” it is said, “ Major ‘Raverty’s assertion
that ¢ Lakhnauti’ was called by the Emperor Huméytin ‘Bakhtdbad,’ is
untenable.” If Mr. Blochmann thinks Bakhtdbad is a copyist’s error, he
can satisfy himself, for, of course, he had seen and consulted the ¢ Khul4-
cat uttawarikh,” which is “a modern work.” It is an excellent one never-
theless in many ways. I found the two copies I consulted quite similar,
and quoted it accordingly. Page 286 of  Contributions,” we have «“ Ag
the borderland to the west of Jaj-nagar Major Raverty mentions Garh4-
Katanka, and then says (page 587) quoting the Mo’ dan-i- Akhbdar-i-Ahmadi
that ¢ on the north it is close to the Bhatah territory [the Bhéiti of the Alin-
1-Akbari], and, south, is close to the Dakhan.” ¢ But this is an extraordina-
“ry confusion of names, partly due to the author of the Ma’dan, especially
“if he wrote Bhatah with a long 4. He means Bhith, or Bhat-ghors, the
“mountainous tract south of Alldhabad, whilst Bhati 1s the name of the
“ Sundarban region along the Bay of Bengal,” &e.

Mr. Blochmann has evidently not seen ¢ the Ma’dan,” but that Bhati
1s written, or rather printed, with a long 4, is not due to “ the Ma’dan” at
all, but to “ the Ain”—my MS. original I mean. The Ma'dan has &¥
but I, foolishly depending on my Afin-i-Akbari as a better authority, pus
1t in as T found it there (42 with |.  So what is supposed to be an error of
“the Ma’dan’s” is rea,lly"mine from being thus led astray. Whether Mr.
Blochmann’s Afn contains it I cannot say, but the Ain before me has silys.
I see nothing, even according to Mr. Blochmann, particularly wrong even
in the Jimi’-ut-Tawarikh, although it is styled a “ compilation without
value,” when we consider what natives write imagine regarding the cardi-
nal points; and that work evidently refers to the Bhati Sundar-ban which
was 8. W. from the place, probably, where the author of it wrote.
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Whether Bhatah, Bhatah, Bhati, or Bhiti, with long' or short @, it
comes from the same original. In the Ain translation it 1s said : “ Abul-

fazl gives this spelling in the © Akbarnidmah,” and says it means Zlowlend

from the Hindtstani g, down ¢he river.”” The word is written in Hind;
Gerand Fe - B

& As to "the ‘““ stone” wall in the same paragraph of the « 007@?57"?;57,6%0%3,”
referring to note page 595 of my Translation, T mentioned that “ T am not
personally acquainted with Bengal,” but my Ain’s words respecting it are
as follows :—

oI 3oulS (slsns @S 5158 U Kis s0 3 %0 LI 39

I wonder how any one would read that, the kamzake‘smexpressing
the izafat being added to 855 even according to the “ Tdrini” idiom ? To
express what Mr. Blochmann says of the stone wall, T should have expect.-
ed to have found it written 3,5 U Elis gslzbé Y] 3040 oy Fodo (ortvine
and then there could be no possible mistake even for a copyist to make in

In a foot-note to page 286 also it is said: « Major Raverty mentions
[it should have added what I really did say at page 5927 the Afghén
Zaminddr of Birbhtm and Jét-nagar —the italics, I daresay, imply a refer-
ence to Jaj-nagar,” &e.—7 daresay they imply nothing of the sort; and
the previous fwenty-siz paragraphs on J aj-nagar, extending over siz pages,
will show, to any ordinary eye, where I consider J a]-nagar to be.

Persons not absolutely acquainted with a locality may at 6000 miles’
distance, in the extreme west of England, and not having the staff of a
Madrasah at command, and on ¢he spot, be involved in error by a clerical
mistake in a MS., and in proof of this and show that he is not immaculate,
I will give a single instance out of many in Mr. Blochmann’s own Ain
Translation, quoting the Ma’agir-ul-Umard, although he is ¢ India.

Page 422, vol. i. :— Regarding the town of Bhakkar, Abulfazl says
that it is called in old books Mangtrah. S1x rivers united pass by it in
several branches (sic) ; Two branches lie to the south, oNE to the north.
The town at the latter branch, is called Bhakkar. On the second branch
another town lies, called Lohari, and near it is the ITndus.”

So, according to this, “ Bhakkar” and © Lohari” are not on the Indus,
but near it |

The following is, literally, what the Ma’4gir-ul-Umar4, says :— Bhakar
1s the name of a fort among the erections of former times—in old books
they write it Manstrah—and all the siz northern rivers [4. e. the Indus
and the Panj-4b7], having become one, pass. by it—one portion passing on
the southern side, and one part on the northern.  The kasbahs named Sak-

hal’-—:;-e-sw———atown on one bank of the river, and another town, known as

8
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Lhori,—~(,§33€-j—"0n the other side [Sindhis often substitute » for 1] were
always included in Sind. Mfirza Shah Husain, the Arghﬁn,entirely rebuilt
it [Bhakar] of exceeding great strength, and made it over to Sultan
Muhammad-1-Kokal-Téash.” |

This is perfectly intelligible to any one who has seen Sakhar, Bhakar,
and Rohri, or looked at a map only. N otwithstanding the “ learned”” Abi-
1-Fazl, however, Mangtirah was a totally different place to Bhakar, and
some 200 miles farther down the river. _ See page 540 of my Translation,
and note, last para. of that page.

‘With reference to Wha,t_ is called [« Contributions,” page 279,] my
“ dangerous innovations” in spelling names, which in reality means that
everything is innovating which may be ~contrary to Mr. Blochmann’s
system,' I foresaw, at the outset, that we should not agree in this matter,
we having, it appears, peculiar ideas on this point. Such Bengal names as
are derived from the Sanscrit may, in some instances, be not quite correct :
I have written them as my Persian authorities write them, and from my
system of transliteration—the Jonesian system—the original letters may
be known. In some few places “ the printer’s devil” has left his mark
upon them [as he has in my Paper on “ ¢he Pathdn Dynasties,” with a
vengeance |, and Mr. Blochmann was in such a hurry that he did not wait
for the list of errata to my Translation, but thought he had made a dis-
covery. For example: the word Asif is an error for Asaf; Bikrdmpir
for Bikramptr, Jessore for Jellasore, and Dinjéptr for Dindjptr. The last
will be found correctly at page 559.

As to the rest, referred to in note  of the same page of the “ Contri-
butions,” I do not agree as to the word Sal4r being part of the name: it
refers to a chief—Sipak-Sildir may be a proper name after the same fashion.
In Ervtor [page 815, vol. ii.] the man’s title and name are actually trans-
lated ‘¢ victorious general.” 1 shall expect with some curiosity Mr. Bloch-
mann’s strictures or otherwise on this translation of “ Minh4j-ws-Sirdj.”
;élé — Zafar—means victory—so it would be Sdldr victory—chief victory
—if translated. Arabic words—active participles in particular—are used as
Musalmén names and titles, but it is new to find the noun Zafar—victory
—used for the purpose.

Minh4j-ud-Din, and a score of others write Kalbi—ib is used as well
as Kalpi. In Lexicons words beginning with « &and o p, will be both
found under the letter 5. o R -

Kuhrdm—is spelt thus #1365 with Kdf-i-Tiied and rd-i- Hind{ in a geo-
graphical account of the upper provinces from Dihli to the Indus, and from
thence to Sindh, Kandahir, and all round to Ladékh, and the Antarbed
Do-ab, which I should have published but for the years I have given to
the Tabakat-i-Ndgirl. Elliot also spells it with £, not g.
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s Oyu 4 ‘
Bud4’tn is spelt O j'g-’ and also Wsdlos* Buddn’tn, the ﬁrst n being nasal ;

5
Sur Slltl———w-‘-w ¥ Slwastanmul.w}-w and also Shiwastdn, from Sanskrit

frs, a Hindd deity; Jamddi (,5&‘@.& is written in the I'rdnf idiom : some-

}’J

times Jamad4 ; *Arif— . le, Aufa,ln———u-\-‘? )l-c Tazkirah or Tazkarah, both

are correct ; Shajr and Shijr both signify a tree in Arabic, hence Shajarah

or Shijarah may be used; Salag, which I have also met with spelt Siray,
signifies a lamp, luminary, or the sun, hence Sardj-ud-Din, the father, means
“ the Luminary of the Faith,” as his son’s name, Minh4j-ud-Din signifies

“the nghway or Road of the Faith” ; Wan4-Gangd— &S Ls) Gadawurd [ask
a Madrasi how he pronounces 1‘{:]—(_5- 8l }-5 Rasin—(,aml) ; Chhotah Nag-ptr
39380 &3sga ; Jhar Kundah $545 Slea and 345 3la | signifying bushy, a forest,
the forest of Bal]nath] and 1s also written in some of the works “quoted in
my Translation with g — 388 Sl and Karm,ah -nasah is written. &mb&ﬁsf
and Karam-N4s4 lul (5. |

The Haft-Tklim of Mr. Blochmann may be dlfferent but my copies of
that “excellent work” have precisely what I have given at page 593. As
to when the author finished his work, or where he got his Hindi 5 from,
may be seen from that work. Perhaps Mr. Blochmann will examine one,
Possibly he may have seen a small letter b written over letters, which
are intended to express 3 3 &

The word olly, as any Dictionary will show, means depression,”’
“lowliness,” “inferiority,” as well as “end” and “ extremity.”

Arkhnék is “the printer’s devil’s” work for Arkhink, also written
SAA )———Rakhang———anghmzed Arracan.

I have lived too long in the DaxHAN ever to write it Dak hin, and T
have never written it Dak’han ; neither could I thmk of writing Abd Bakr
where AbG Bikr is meant.

Mr. Blochmann taxes me with making “ dangerous innovations” in
spelling proper and geographical names, but he has a peculiar method of
his own, and I must point some of them out. I take them merely -from
the first volume of his Translation of the Afn- 1-Akbari, to which he S0
often refers me :—

“Mulld Mubdrik,” also “ Qutbuddin Mubdrik Shih” and “Shaikh
Mubdrik,” even on the covers, for Shaikh Mubdrak, Mulld Mubdrak, &e.
“ Rahtds” instead of Roht4s; « Pashiwar” , instead of Peshdwar [ yslingd is
written in Pushto with its pecuham K'H or §'H. “Hardt” for Hirdt [It

P Major Raverty's original has swkins above the ddl, the medial and the final
nin.  Lower down, in *drifain, the sukins stand above the Je and the nin, Types with
fixed diacritical marks are not to be had here. —Ip.

¥y
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may have been supposed that, as Hari was the ancient name, natives of it
styled Harawi, and that the river is still the Hari river, “ Hardt” must be
right] ; “ Darogah” for Ddroghah ; “ Farmili” for Farmuli; “ Zl-ntn”
for Zt-u-NtGn [Jonas]; “Ztzan,” for Zozan or Zauzan ; “ Jhelam”
[whence the e 7], for Jhilam ; “Sodharah,” for Stdhard; ¢ Shuj4”’
for Shuja; ¢ Bhambar,” for Bhimbar ; “ Bigram,” for Bagram ; ¢ Pak’hali”
for Pakhli or Pakli ; ¢ Qdrlyghs,” as the transliteration of ?J _Karltgh ;
“Bhirah and Khushdb,” for Bharah and Khtshab ; « Sewe,” for Siwi ;
“ Baloch,” for Balich ; “ Duab,” for Do-4b or Do-abah ; « Chanab,” for
Chinab ; ¢ Sukkhar” and ¢ Suk’har opposite Bhakkar,” for Sakhar and
Bhakar or Bhakhar; “Qanauj”, for Kinnauj; “Gdlnah”, for Jalnah ;
“ Guhrdm,” for Kuhram ; ¢ Tiranbak,” for Trimbak and Trinbak ;
“Qaldt,” for Kal'at ; “Sahwan,” for Sihwén; Dard Shikoh”, for Déré
Shukoh ; “ Qoran” and “ Qoran”, for Kur’dn ; ¢ Kézartn”, for Kéazirtn ;
“Sulaimdn Karardni” and ¢ Sulaimdn ¢ Karardni”, in several places,
for Sulimdn, the Kardni: [“ Karardni” is an impossible 'name] ;
“ Mtsé Razd,” for Mtsa-i-Rizd [¢. e. the son of Misa-ul-Kézim, the
Imém]; “ Khattar,” for Khat-har [,e3eS ]; ¢ Dilahzdk,” for Dilazdk ;
“ Raushanis, who like other Afghan tribes,” &c., there being no such
Afghén tribe whatever ; “ Khédn Jah4n Lodhi,” for Khan-i-Jahin, Lodi ;
“ District of Mount Terah,” for Hill tract of Tirdh : ¢ T4iqdn” for Tdekan.

The system of writing ’Arabic words is after the same wuncertain
fashion :—at one time, “ Makhddm-ul-Mulk,” at another,  Makhddim
ulmulk ;” ¢ Mui’zzulmulk” at one time : ¢ Mu’izz-ul-Mulk”, and “ Mu’izz-
ul Mulk” another ; ¢ Zakhirat ulkhawdnin’ at one time, ¢ Zakhiratul-
khawdnin,” another ; “ Cim¢dm uddaulah,” for Samgam-ud-Daulah* ; ¢ Abd-
jahl,” for Aba-Jhal* ; “ Rauzatuggafd,” for Rauzat-us-Safd, and the like.

Some ’Arabic titular names and patronymics require the ’ Arabic
Ji to give them sense, such as  Mihrunnisd,” for Mihr-un-Nisa, and “’Abd-
wl Majid” for > Abd-w/-Majid, but with other words, used according to
the Persian idiom, which require an equivalent to this Ji in the shape of
the kasrah of description the Izafat is wrong, ¢ dangerous,” un-Persian”’,
and must be “ Ntr Jahdn”, ¢ Ntar Mahall”, like Shah Jahan, which mean,
respectively, thus written, ¢ Light-world,” “ Light-palace or house,” and,
“ King-World,” snstead of Ntr-i-Jahdn—The Light of the World ; Ntr-i-
Mahall—The Light of the Palace or House ; Shah-i-Jahin—The King of
the World ; and yebt, when he comes to translate them, Mdr. Blochmann
adds these “ artificial” izéfats to get the ¢he and of the, as in “ Qac%r Ja-
hén”—Mufti of the empire; and ¢’ Abdurrahim Khért”’—Abdurrahim the
Ass, &e.

# Thus in printed original. Xb. .
t The long 4 in Major Raverty’s printed original.  Ho.
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In concluding these remarks I think what I have here given is suffi-
cient reason for my saying that, in the matter of tzdfats, and system of
spelling proper‘a;nd geographical names, I shall never follow Mr. Bloch-
mann. :

Note—The above article has been inserted at the urgent request of Major Raverty.

As he has now stated his views on Persian Gi'ammaz', &c., and Mr. Blochmann does
not think it necessary to write a ‘Rejoinder’, the subject has come to a close. Ep.

Morals of Kalidisa.—By Pransirm Paxprr, M. A.

It has been remarked by a great philosopher that the conception of
man as the chief of the economy of nature is a stimulus to the cultivation
of the noble qualities, which place him at the head of the living hierarchy.
There can be, he observes, no danger of apathy in a position like this,—

~with the genuine and just pride of such pre-eminence stirring within us ;

and above us the type of perfection, below which we must remain, but
which will ever be inviting us upwards.* Viewed in this light, it may not
be uninteresting to investigate the moral type which the greatest of Indian
poets held up for imitation to his contemporaries, men within whom there
stirred not only the pride of being placed at the head of the living hierar-
chy, but that of being the highest development of the human race.

The four divisions of Morality which I have adopted in this paper are
the following : -

I.  Individual.

II. Domestic.

ITL.  Social.

IV. Military and Political.

And I may here mention once for all, that neither in the principles,
nor in the details of classification, do T pretend any claims to originality.

INprvIDUAL MoORATITY. Self-conservation.—In the first great sub-
division of Individual Morality, namely, self-conservation, Kalidasa does not
fail us. He tells us of Dilipa that he guarded himself, though not through
feary ‘to which the advice of the disguised Shiva that the body is the first
requisite for religious works] may serve as a commentary. Nandind ad-
vises the same king to preserve his body, the enjoyer of continuous hap-

* Comte’s Positive Philosophy, translated by H. 'Martineau,, le. 1L, p. 554.
T SEiToI@ewss: | Raghu, I, 21.
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